ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 9

Aren’t you getting tired of one individual paying millions to put some idea, however well-

meaning, on the ballot that ends up costing taxpayers billions?

Prop. 9 is the poster child for this, bought and paid for by one man— Henry Nicholas IlI.

Prop. 9 is a misleading proposition that exploits Californian’s concern for crime victims.
It preys on our emotions in order to rewrite the State Constitution, and change the way
California manages its prisons and jails, threatening to worsen our overcrowding crises,

at both the state and local level.

Prop. 9 is a costly, unnecessary initiative. In fact, many of the components in Prop 9 —
including the requirements that victims be notified of critical points in an offender’s legal
process as well as the rights for victims to be heard throughout the legal process —were

already approved by voters in Prop. 8 in 1982, the Victims’ Bill of Rights.

That's why Prop. 9 is truly unnecessary and an expensive duplication of effort.
According to the Appeal Democrat newspaper, “this initiative is about little more than

political grandstanding,” (“Our View: Tough talk on crime just hot air,” 3/1/08)

Voters sometimes don't realize that there is no mechanism for initiatives to be legally

reviewed for duplication of current law. So, sometimes if it seems like a way to get
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something passed, the writers include current law in their initiatives. That's clearly what

has been done in Prop. 9.

Californians are understandably concerned about safety and sympathetic to crime
victims. Some of the provisions seem reasonable. Yet they hardly require an initiative
to accomplish them. For instance, passage of Prop. 9 would require law enforcement to
give victims a “Marsy’'s Law” card spelling out their rights. Does the state really need to

put this in the State Constitution? And at what cost?

Prop. 9 promises to stop the early release of criminals. The nonpartisan Legislative
Analyst's Office says this could potentially “amount to hundreds of millions of dollars
annually.” The Legislative Analyst also points out that “the state does not now generally

release inmates early from prison.”

California’s parole system is already among the most strict in the United States. The
actual annual parole rate for those convicted of second degree murder or manslaughter
has been less than 1% of those eligible for 20 years! So, the need for these
tremendously costly changes to existing parole policy is unjustified given the costs

involved.

Further, anything approved in Prop. 9 regarding prisoners and parole is subject to
federal legal challenges. So, the likelihood that Prop. 9 would have any impact at all is

negligible at best.
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Taking money out of an already cash-strapped state budget to pay for an unnecessary
initiative could mean cuts to every other priority of Government, including education,

healthcare, and services for the poor and elderly.

Vote No on Prop. 9. It's unnecessary. It's expensive. It's bad law.

Sheila A. Bedi

Executive Director, Justice Policy Institute

Allan Breed

Former Director, California Department of Corrections
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